PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Janes Fenci
DOCKET NO.: 05-27324.001-1-1 thru 05-27324.003-1-1
PARCEL NO.: See Bel ow

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board
(hereinafter PTAB) are Janes Fencil, the appellant, by attorney
Brian S. Maher with the law firm of Wis, DuBrock & Doody in
Chi cago and the Cook County Board of Review.

The subject property consists of three parcels of land totaling
266, 934 square feet and inproved with a part one and part seven-

year old, one-story, netal panel, industrial building. The
i nprovenent contains 37,636 square feet of buildable area. The
appel lant, via counsel, argued that the narket value of the

subj ect property is not accurately reflected in the property's
assessed val uation as the basis of this appeal.

In support of the market value argunent, the appellant submtted
an appraisal of the subject property with an effective date of
January 1, 2005. The appellant's attorney argued that the
residential dwelling on the subject property was denvolished. The
apprai sal does not address the residential property or make any
reference to its denolition. The appraiser used the three
traditional approaches to value to arrive at market value of

(Conti nued on Next Page)

Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax
Appeal Board hereby finds no change in the assessment of the
property as established by the Cook County Board of Review is
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

DOCKET _# PI N LAND | MPROVEMENT TOTAL
05-27324.001-1-1 29-22-300-013 $53,311 $15,324 $ 68, 635
05-27324.002-1-1 29-22-300-014 $30,206 $ 0 $ 30, 206

05-27324.002-1-1 29-22-300-015 $39,792 $84, 170 $123, 962

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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$1, 085, 000. The appraiser determ ned that the highest and best
use to be its current use.

In the cost approach to value, the appraiser reviewed the sales
of four conparables to deternmine a value for the land of $2.00
per square foot or $535,000, rounded. Using the Marshall and
Swi ss Conputerized Cost Estimate Program the appraiser estimted
a replacenment cost new for the inprovenent of $1,271,344. The
apprai ser then determ ned depreciation fromall causes at 45% for
a value of $699,239 for the inprovenent. The depreciated val ue of
the site inmprovenents of $10,000 and value of the land was than
added in for a final value under the cost approach of $1, 245, 000,
rounded.

In the inconme approach, the appraiser reviewed the rent of four
conparabl e properties and established a range of $3.50 to $4.00
per square foot of building area. After adjustnents, the
apprai ser determ ned a potential gross inconme for the subject of
$3.50 per square foot of buildable area $131, 726. The apprai ser
than applied a 10% vacancy & collection factor for an effective
gross incone (EG) from all sources of $118,553. Expenses were
then estimated at 10% for a net operating incone of $106, 698.
Using the band of investnents and published sources, the
apprai ser applied a capitalization rate of 9.75% for a total
val ue based on the incone approach of $1, 095, 000, rounded.

Under the sales conparison approach to value, the appraiser
exam ned four suggested conparables located in the subject's
mar ket . The conparabl es consist of a one-story, masonry, nmnetal
panel or mxed construction industrial building. The conparables
range: in age from 15 to 25 years; in size from 21,406 to 41, 647
square feet of buildable area; and in land to building ratio from
6.26:1 to 9.67:1. The properties sold from Novenber 2004 to
April 20005 for prices ranging from $600,000 to $1, 050,000 or
from $23.24 to $28.03 per square foot of building area. The
apprai ser made several adjustnents to the conparables. Based on
this, the appraiser determ ned the subject property's val ue using
t he sal es conpari son approach to be $1, 075, 000 rounded.

In reconciling the approaches to value, the appraiser gave
primary enphasis to the sales conparison approach and secondary
consi deration was given to the incone approach for a final value
for the subject as of January 1, 2005 of $1, 085,000. At hearing,
the appellant's attorney argued that the appraisal was the best
evi dence of the subject's narket val ue.

The board of review submtted "Board of Review Notes on Appeal "
wherein the subject's total assessnent was $222,803. The
subject's assessnment reflects a market value of $618,897 using
the I evel of assessnent of 36% for Class 5B property as contai ned
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in the Cook County Real Property Assessnent Cassification
Ordi nance. The board of review also argued that the subject
property contained a residential dwelling that was not denolished
on the lien date of January 1, 2005, but sonme tinme after April 4,
2005 as noted by the denolition permts.

The board also submtted raw sale information for a total of
ei ght properties suggested as conparable to the subject. These
conparables are all |ocated within the subject's market and are
i nproved with one-story, industrial buildings. These buil di ngs
range in age from one to 17 years and in size from 25,163 to
44,000 square feet of buildable area. The conparables sold from
May 2001 to Decenber 2005 for prices ranging from $480,000 to
$2, 850,000 or from $17.14 to $71.25 per square foot of buil dable
area. As a result of its analysis, the board requested
confirmation of the subject's assessnent. At hearing, the board
of review s representative rested on the evidence subm tted.

After considering the evidence and review ng the testinony, the
Property Tax Appeal Board finds that it has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter of this appeal.

When overvaluation is clained the appellant has the burden of
proving the value of the property by a preponderance of the
evi dence. National City Bank of Mchigan/lllinois v. Illinois
Property Tax Appeal Board, 331II11.App.3d 1038 (3'® Dist. 2002);
W nnebago County Board of Review v. Property Tax Appeal Board,
313 111.App.3d 179 (2" Dist. 2000). Proof of market value may
consist of an appraisal, a recent arnis length sale of the
subject property, recent sales of conparable properties, or
recent construction costs of the subject property. 86
[1l.Adm n. Code 1910.65(c). Having considered the evidence
presented, the PTAB concludes that the evidence indicates a
reduction i s not warranted.

The PTAB finds that, in addition to the industrial building, the
subj ect property contained a residential dwelling on the lien
date of January 1, 2005. The appraisal does not estimte a val ue
for this dwelling, nor does it address the existence of the
property at any point in tine. The PTAB further finds that
W t hout any evidence addressing this dwelling, the appraisal does
not provide an accurate indication of value for the subject
property and, therefore, the appellant has failed to establish by
a preponderance of the evidence that the subject was over
assessed.
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This is a final adm nistrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal
Board which is subject to reviewin the Crcuit Court or Appellate
Court under the provisions of the Adm nistrative Review Law (735

ILCS 5/3-101 et seq.) and section 16-195 of the Property Tax Code.

Chai r man
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DI SSENTI NG

CERTI FI CATI ON

As Clerk of the Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board and the keeper of
the Records thereof, | do hereby certify that the foregoing is a
true, full and conplete Final Admnistrative Decision of the

[I'linois Property Tax Appeal Board issued this date in the above
entitled appeal, now of record in this said office.

Date: April 25, 2008

i Castnillon:

Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board

| MPORTANT NOTI CE

Section 16-185 of the Property Tax Code provides in part:
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"If the Property Tax Appeal Board renders a decision |owering the
assessnent of a particular parcel after the deadline for filing
conplaints with the Board of Review or after adjournnment of the
session of the Board of Review at which assessnents for the
subsequent year are being considered, the taxpayer may, within 30
days after the date of witten notice of the Property Tax Appeal
Board’' s deci sion, appeal the assessment for the subsequent year
directly to the Property Tax Appeal Board."

In order to conply with the above provision, YOU MJST FILE A
PETI TI ON AND EVI DENCE W TH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD W THI N
30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ENCLOSED DECI SION I N ORDER TO APPEAL
THE ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPERTY FOR THE SUBSEQUENT YEAR.

Based upon the issuance of a |owered assessnent by the Property
Tax Appeal Board, the refund of paid property taxes is the
responsibility of vyour County Treasurer. Please contact that
office with any questions you may have regarding the refund of
pai d property taxes.
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